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Final Action 

1 . THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 



Response to Applicant's Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments, see page 8, filed 7/03/2008, with respect to the 35 U.S.C. 
112 2 nd rejections of claims 1 , 9, 10, 12, 16, 26, 31, 32, 34, and 35, concerning the 
phrase "local tradeoffs", have been fully considered and are persuasive. The rejections 
of claims 1,9,10,12,16, 26, 31 , 32, 34, and 35 have been withdrawn. 

3. Applicant's arguments, see page 8, filed 7/03/2008, with respect to the objection 
of claim 34 have been fully considered and are persuasive. The rejection of claim 8 has 
been withdrawn. 

4. Applicant's arguments, see page 8, filed 7/03/2008, with respect to the 35 U.S.C. 
112 2 nd rejections of claims 9, 10, 12, and 30, concerning the phrase "most important" 
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and "second most important tradeoff", have been fully considered and are persuasive 
do to the deletion of the wording in claims 9 and 30, and the cancellation of claims 10 
and 12. The rejection of claims 9, 10, 12, and 30 has been withdrawn. 

5. Applicant's arguments, see page 8, filed 7/03/2008, with respect to claims 11,18, 
and 19 have been fully considered and are persuasive. The rejections of claims 11, 18, 
and 19 have been cancelled; therefore the rejection has been withdrawn. 

6. Applicant's arguments with respect to the rejections of claims 1 -35, under 1 02 
and 103, have been considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

7. Claims 2-4, 10-12, 18-19, 22-25, 27-29, and 31-32 are cancelled. 

8. Claims 1, 5-9, 13-17, 20-21, 26, 30, and 33-35 are pending. 



Response to Applicant's Traversal 

9. Applicant's election with traverse of Group 1 in the reply filed on 1 1/24/2008 is 
acknowledged. The traversal is on the ground(s) that the groups should not be 
restricted due to similar subject matter. This is found persuasive. All pending claims will 
be examined. 



Claim Rejections- 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 

1 0. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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11. Claims 1,5-9, 13-15, 17, 20-21, 26, 30, and 33-35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over US PG-Pub 2004/0186804 to Chakraborty et al. 
(Hereinafter "Chakraborty") in view of "Genetic Algorithms and Genetic Programming in 
Computational Finance" by Shu-Heng Chen (Hereinafter "Chen") in further view of US 
PG-Pub 2001/0032029 to Kauffman. (Hereinafter "Kauffman") 

Regarding Claims 1 and 26. 

Chakraborty teaches multi-objective portfolio analysis and decision-making using 
visualization techniques the method sequentially comprising: 

generating a non-dominated solution set comprising an efficient frontier in an 
original portfolio performance space having at least three-dimensions by using a 
computing device; (See Figure 8, Paragraph 90) 

imposing a sequence of user-specified constraints in at least one of the original 
portfolio performance space and a portfolio configuration space to reduce solutions in 
the non-dominated solution set to an initial solution subset; (See Paragraphs 92-140, 
specifically 94 and 125) 

Chakraborty fails to further teach using one of an evolutionary algorithm and 
optimization processing; and 

executing a sequence of Pareto filters in a user-specified order on regions of a 
lower dimensional portfolio performance space having fewer dimensions than the 
original portfolio performance space to produce a resulting solution subset having a 
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fewer number of points than the initial solution subset, the resulting solution subset 
being used in investment decisioning. 

Chen teaches using one of an evolutionary algorithm and optimization 
processing; (See Chen page 223-224 section 1) 

Kauffman teaches executing a sequence of Pareto filters in a user-specified 
order on regions of a lower dimensional portfolio performance space having fewer 
dimensions than the original portfolio performance space to produce a resulting solution 
subset having a fewer number of points than the initial solution subset, the resulting 
solution subset being used in investment decisioning. (See Paragraph 474) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to include in the 
system of Chakraborty the ability to use evolutionary algorithms as well as Pareto filters 
as taught by Chen and Kauffman, respectively, since the claimed invention is merely a 
combination of old elements, and in the combination each element merely would have 
performed the same function as it did separately, and one of ordinary skill in the art 
would have recognized that the results of the combination were predictable. 
Regarding Claim 5. 

Chakraborty further teaches the user-specified constraints is defined by limits on 
performance metrics. (See Figure 4, Figure 6, Paragraph 24) 
Regarding Claim 6. 

Chakraborty further teaches the performance metrics include risk and return. 
(See Paragraph 24, 166-167) 
Regarding Claim 7. 
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Chakraborty further teaches the user-specified -constraints include imposing a 
lower limit on return and an upper limit on risk. (See Paragraph 170) 
Regarding Claim 8. 

Chakraborty further teaches the user-specified constraints include imposing a 
first range on return and a second range on risk. (See Paragraph 170) 
Regarding Claims 9 and 30. 

Chakraborty further teaches: 

applying additional user-specified constraints to the resulting solution subset to 
produce a final selection. (See Paragraph 170) 
Regarding Claim 13. 

Chakraborty further teaches: 

imposing preferences on the resulting solution subset to produce a final 
selection. 

Regarding Claim 14. 

Chakraborty further teaches the preferences are represented by relative weights 
on performance metrics. (See Paragraph 94) 
Regarding Claim 15. 

Chakraborty further teaches the preferences are represented by relative weights 
on performance configuration metrics. (See Paragraph 94) 
Regarding Claim 17. 

Chakraborty further teaches after the imposing step, the method further includes: 

applying portfolio configuration metrics based on a plurality of asset allocations in 
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a portfolio; and 

comparing portfolio configuration metrics between a plurality of portfolios. (See 
Paragraph 95-96) 
Regarding Claim 20. 

Chakraborty further teaches determining a required transaction to transform the 
plurality of asset allocations in a currently existing portfolio to a plurality of asset 
allocations in each of the portfolios in the resulting solution subset. (Paragraph 157) 
Regarding Claim 21. 

Chakraborty further teaches the user-specified constraints are one of 
independent and dependent constraints. (See Paragraphs 92-140, specifically 94 and 
125) 

Regarding Claim 33. 

Chakraborty further teaches the additional user-specific constraints are based on 
structure metrics. (See Paragraph 98) 
Regarding Claim 34. 

Chakraborty teaches: 

a first portion that generates a non-dominated solution set comprising an efficient 
frontier in an original portfolio performance space having at least three- dimensions; 
(See Figure 8, Paragraph 90) 

a second portion that imposes a sequence of user- specified constraints in at 
least one of the original portfolio performance space and a portfolio configuration space 
to reduce solutions in the non-dominated solution set to an initial solution subset; (See 
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Paragraphs 92-140, specifically 94 and 125) 

a fourth portion, and after the resulting solution subset has been produced by the 
third portion, the fourth portion applies additional user-specified constraints to the 
resulting solution subset to produce a final selection, the final selection being used in 
investment decisioning. (See Figure 4, Figure 6, Paragraph 24) 

Chakraborty fails to teach: 

using one of an evolutionary algorithm and optimization processing; 

a third portion that executes a series of Pareto filters in a user-specified order on 
regions of a lower dimensional portfolio performance space having fewer dimensions 
than the original portfolio performance space to produce a resulting solution subset 
having a fewer number of points than the initial solution subset 

Chen teaches using one of an evolutionary algorithm and optimization 
processing; (See Chen page 223-224 section 1) 

Kauffman teaches executing a sequence of Pareto filters in a user-specified 
order on regions of a lower dimensional portfolio performance space having fewer 
dimensions than the original portfolio performance space to produce a resulting solution 
subset having a fewer number of points than the initial solution subset. (See Paragraph 
474) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to include in the 
system of Chakraborty the ability to use evolutionary algorithms as well as Pareto filters 
as taught by Chen and Kauffman, respectively, since the claimed invention is merely a 
combination of old elements, and in the combination each element merely would have 
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performed the same function as it did separately, and one of ordinary skill in the art 
would have recognized that the results of the combination were predictable. 
Regarding Claim 35. 

Chakraborty teaches: 

generating a non-dominated solution set comprising an efficient frontier in an 
original portfolio performance space having at least three- dimensions by using a 
computing device; (See Figure 8, Paragraph 90) 

imposing a sequence of user-specified constraints in at least one of the original 
portfolio performance space and a portfolio configuration space to reduce solutions in 
the non-dominated solution set to an initial solution subset; (See Paragraphs 92-140, 
specifically 94 and 125) 

applying portfolio configuration metrics based on a plurality of asset allocations in 
a portfolio; and 

comparing portfolio configuration metrics between a plurality of portfolios. (See 
Paragraph 95-96) 

Chakraborty fails to further teaches: 

using one of an evolutionary algorithm and optimization processing 
executing a series of Pareto filters in a user-specific order on regions of a lower 
dimensional portfolio performance space having fewer dimensions than the original 
portfolio performance space to produce a resulting solution subset having a fewer 
number of points than the initial solution subset, the resulting solution subset being used 
in investment decisioning; (See Paragraph 474) 
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wherein the executing the sequence of Pareto filters is performed in performance 
configuration space; (See Paragraph 474) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to include in the 
system of Chakraborty the ability to use evolutionary algorithms as well as Pareto filters 
as taught by Chen and Kauffman, respectively, since the claimed invention is merely a 
combination of old elements, and in the combination each element merely would have 
performed the same function as it did separately, and one of ordinary skill in the art 
would have recognized that the results of the combination were predictable. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to JAMES A. VEZERIS whose telephone number is 
(571)270-1580. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-alt. Fridays 
7:30am-5:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, James Kramer can be reached on 571-272-6803. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/James A. Kramer/ /JAMES A VEZERIS/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 3693 Examiner, Art Unit 3693 
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